
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES 
Notice of Data Availability in the Federal Register, October 25, 1993

The Agency received 228 comments in response to the Notice of Data Availability
published in the Federal Register, October 25, 1993.  In general, the commenters represent
the manufacturers, distributors, and installers from the steel tank, petroleum equipment, and
fiberglass and composite tank industries.  A list of the commenters is attached.

The comment summaries and EPA's responses are organized into seven sections. 
The organization of the document is provided below. 

1. General Support and Opposition to Changing the Cathodic Protection
Monitoring Requirement

1.1. Changing the Tank Design Standards and Associated Monitoring
Requirements

1.2 Installation Errors Necessitate Monitoring

1.2.1  General Installation Error
1.2.2 Pre-engineered Cathodic Protection Systems and

Installation of Anodes

1.3 Changing Site Conditions Necessitate Monitoring

1.4 Specific Tank Data Provided

1.4.1  Data on Cathodic Protection Systems
1.4.2  Data on sti-P3® Tanks

2. Validity of Tillinghast Report

3. Inequality of Rules - Applicability to Other Tanks

4. Duplication of Leak Detection Requirements

5. Ease and Costs of Compliance

5.1 Ease of Cathodic Protection Monitoring
5.2 Cost of Cathodic Protection Testing
5.3 Costs of Cathodic Protection Monitoring Systems Affects

Consumer Choices

6. Failure to Enforce the Cathodic Protection Monitoring Requirement Is Not a
Justification to Relax the Required Monitoring Frequency

6.1 Enforcement of the Monitoring Requirement Would
Enhance Owners' and Operators' Ability to Comply with
the Requirement

7. Miscellaneous Issues
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1. General Support or Opposition

One commenter (Corrosion Associated, Inc.) feels that the impetus for revising the
current monitoring requirement has been pressure from lobbyists who are trying to sell more
steel tanks.  He cautions the Agency to get input on the matter from corrosion experts.  One
commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Piping Institute) implies that some of the impetus for
the request to modify the monitoring requirement has been declining sales of sti-P3® tanks. 
The commenter argues that the Agency should not consider the Steel Tank Institute's request
for elimination of cathodic protection monitoring requirements because its mission is to protect
health and the environment, not to protect one product from competition.

Several commenters (Corrosion Associates, Inc.; Association of State and Territorial
Solid Waste Management Officials [ASTSWMO]) noted that the sti-P3® tanks are still new
enough that leaks due to corrosion have not been a big problem.  Another commenter (NACE
International) adds that its experience indicates that the average time between installation and
failure of unprotected bare steel tanks is between eight and 12 years.  The commenter feels
that it is possible that more sti-P3® tank failures will occur in the next few years.  Another
commenter (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) indicated that
problems with bare steel tanks generally take 18 years to become evident.  The commenter
suggested that sti-P3® tanks have not yet been time tested, and that problems with the tanks
will very likely occur in approximately 10 years.  One commenter (Marcel Moreau Associates)
noted that a proper assessment of the tanks' performance cannot be made until the tanks
have been in the ground for approximately 20 years.  All of these commenters argued that
continued monitoring is necessary until sti-P3® tanks have been time tested.

One commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) says that the Tillinghast
report does not say whether tanks will be able to resist corrosion over the 30-year tank design
life.  Only 53 of the 384 tanks in the sample were over ten years old.  The commenter notes
that even bare steel tanks generally do not develop corrosion failures for at least 10 years. 
The commenter therefore feels that the Tillinghast report does not prove anything.

Many commenters1 stated that the Steel Tank Institute gives a 30-year warranty on the
sti-P3® tanks.  These commenters felt that the length of this warranty indicates the soundness
and dependability of the sti-P3® tank.  However, another commenter (Xerxes Corporation)
states that the Steel Tank Institute's 30 year guarantee is immaterial to whether cathodic
protection should be monitored.  This commenter argues that the cathodic protection system is
on the tank to insure that the tank fulfills this service life, and the monitoring is designed to
audit the functioning of the cathodic protection system.  Another commenter (Green
Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) states that from an engineering perspective, all engineered
systems, including all tank technologies, require monitoring.

Another commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) provided copies of six
articles published in the last few years in Tank Talk, a Steel Tank Institute-published newsletter
about USTs.  Collectively, the articles show that the Steel Tank Institute has in the past
supported cathodic protection monitoring as an effective, inexpensive means of preventing
leaks.  This commenter notes that many national standards support cathodic protection
monitoring.  The standards cited by the commenter were:  NACE International, Canadian
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Council of Ministers of the Environment, National Standard of Canada, Petroleum Equipment
Institute, American Petroleum Institute, National Fire Protection Association, and the Uniform
Fire Code.  The commenter notes that there are two significant areas in which the Agency's
requirements are more lenient than the majority of these standards.  First, the Agency insists
on monitoring of the cathodic protection system within six months of installation.  However, six
of the seven aforementioned standards suggest monitoring at installation, while API suggests
monitoring six to twelve weeks after installation.  Second, the Agency is more lenient in its
requirements for monitoring during the lifetime of a tank.  Five of the seven standards suggest
annual monitoring, while the National Standard of Canada suggests monitoring every two
years. (Timing of post-installation monitoring requirements were not cited for the seventh
standard.)  The commenter also notes that the U.S. Department of Transportation supports
annual monitoring of the cathodic protection systems used to protect petroleum pipelines in
this country.

This commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) also cites papers from
several cathodic protection experts who advocate monitoring of cathodic protection systems. 
One expert stresses that cathodic protection is inexpensive and easy to maintain.  Another
points out that because no tanks or pipe coatings are perfect, they must be supplemented with
cathodic protection.  This expert states that without adequate monitoring, cathodic protection
may not continue to function.  Another expert reports that a maintenance program for a
cathodic protection system is necessary because the external tank coating may deteriorate or
become damaged.

One commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) noted that the dielectric
protective coating on an sti-P3® tank, which is 30 mil thick, is much thinner than the fiberglass
coating on a steel-clad tank, and thinner than a fiberglass-reinforced-plastic tank.  This
commenter argued that cathodic protection devices and a frequent monitoring program are
therefore necessary to ensure long term environmental protection when using an sti-P3® tank.

One commenter (Northeast Utilities Service Company) notes that his company
conducts monthly tests of the rectifier (the device that powers impressed systems by
converting alternating current to direct current) for impressed current cathodic protection
systems as well as annual tests of the entire system for impressed and galvanic systems.  The
commenter's company operates many diverse types of equipment, including approximately
100 UST systems.  During the past four years, the commenter has identified approximately 50
cathodic protection problems on all types of equipment, twenty of which were associated with
UST systems.  The commenter notes that all of the problems were identified during routine
monthly or annual inspections, but that these problems would not have been identified under
STI's proposal to decrease the monitoring requirement to at time of installation and after
disturbance of the UST excavation. 

Several commenters (Corrosion Control Specialists, Inc.;  Owens-Corning Fiberglass
Corporation; NACE International) stated that inspections of the cathodic protection system
should be performed annually by a qualified corrosion engineer.  

Several commenters (Pump Masters, Inc.; The Coen Company) suggested that, based
on their experience with several sti-P3® tanks each, the monitoring interval should be
extended.  One commenter (Pump Masters, Inc.) suggested that monitoring be performed at
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10-year intervals, while another (The Coen Company) suggested monitoring the cathodes
every five or 10 years in some soil conditions.  

One commenter (Chem Met, Ltd., P.C.) suggested that if the monitoring interval is to be
extended, the present schedule should be maintained for the initial five years, and then
extended in individual circumstances if experience shows that the system is being properly
maintained and monitored.

Another commenter (Beth Anderson) feels that requiring corrosion protection testing
every three years for tanks may be excessive, but feels that the requirement for corrosion
protection testing of steel piping should not be eliminated.  The commenter bases this opinion
on her own experience that pipes are often the cause of UST releases, and on the fact that the
Tillinghast report did not appear to include a consideration of steel piping.

One commenter (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) also
indicated that if sti-P3® tanks were exempted from the monitoring requirement, all cathodically
protected tank and piping systems would have to be given the same exemption.  The
commenter believes that an exemption for only the sti-P3® tanks would make it difficult to
determine which tanks and piping systems required monitoring and which did not.

Several commenters (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation;
Letter to David Ziegele from Anonymous) noted that anodes have a finite expected life span. 
The commenters indicated that the cathodic protection system must be monitored to determine
when the useful life of the anode is over so that the system can be upgraded to ensure
continued protection of the tank.

One commenter (Metal Products Company) feels that for years tank manufacturers
have known how to produce a reliable tank but have chosen not to because consumers would
not buy such an expensive tank.  The commenter feels that regulations will lead people to buy
reliable tanks like the sti-P3® tank. 

Response

The Agency does not question the general quality or the short-term integrity of sti-P3®
tanks.  However, the Agency agrees with commenters who state that the populations of sti-
P3® tanks that were included in the Tillinghast report and those used in UST systems
throughout the country are relatively young.  While many commenters noted that sti-P3® tanks
carry a 30-year warranty, because no sti-P3® tanks have yet been in use for 30 years, the
Agency takes the warranty as an indicator of predicted, rather than actual, performance.  While
corrosion is a complex process and age is not the sole factor in determining a tank's likelihood
to fail due to external corrosion, the Agency agrees that age does play a role.  The Agency still
believes what was stated in the preamble to the proposed UST technical rules, that generally
"[i]n order to be effective, these corrosion protection systems must be inspected and
maintained.  Corrosion protection systems can fail in a number of ways.  For example, coatings
can deteriorate, wire leads to cathodic protection can break, sacrificial anodes can be
consumed, impressed current can be shorted or otherwise fail, adequate potential may not be
maintained."  See 52 Fed. Reg. 12706 (1987).  This reasoning supported the requirement for
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monitoring in the final technical rules promulgated in 1988, and the new information before the
Agency does not lead it to question this finding.  The Agency received no compelling data or
arguments demonstrating that sti-P3® tank cathodic protection systems can be shown with
certainty to remain protected against both short- and long-term corrosion processes if
unmonitored, and therefore that regular monitoring of cathodic protection systems is
unnecessary.  

Regarding the comment cautioning the Agency to get input on the matter from
corrosion experts, the Agency agrees that getting such input is wise, and responds that this
was one of the reasons for the Notice of Data Availability and request for comments.  Input
from corrosion experts was received and considered.  Many experienced professionals in the
corrosion prevention and control community advocate periodic monitoring of cathodic
protection systems.  In response to the comment arguing that the Agency should consider
protection of health and the environment and not protection of one product, the Agency
responds that the Notice of Data Availability and request for public comments were intended in
large part to gather information to see if the monitoring requirements could be relaxed without
diminishing protection of human health and the environment.  

While the Agency agrees that any problems with sti-P3® tanks are more likely to
emerge after the population has aged several more years, the Agency notes that commenters
who stated that sti-P3® tanks will fail in increased numbers in the next few years or about 10
years after installation did not provide data supporting these comments.  

The Agency agrees with the commenter who noted that several industry and
government standards for cathodic protection monitoring are more stringent than EPA's
UST requirements.  The Agency also agrees with this commenter that corrosion experts have
advocated monitoring of cathodic protection systems.

The Agency agrees with the commenters who suggested that regular monitoring of any
UST corrosion protection system, including the sti-P3® cathodic protection system, is a sound
engineering practice.  The Agency acknowledges the comment noting that the dielectric
coating on an sti-P3® tank is typically much thinner than, and different in composition from, the
fiberglass in both fiberglass tanks and fiberglass-clad steel tanks.  However, this comment,
from a fiberglass-centered trade organization, does not provide information on the performance
of this coating. 

Regarding the comments that monitoring of cathodic protection systems should be
performed annually and that it should be done by a qualified corrosion engineer, the Agency
notes that its inquiry is limited to STI's request to relax the monitoring requirements, the
Tillinghast report, and the Notice of Data Availability; a request for strengthening requirements
is outside the scope of the current discussion.  In any event, the Agency disagrees with these
comments on two counts.  First, the Agency believes that the 3-year interval remains
appropriate for the same reasons discussed in the preamble to the final technical rule, which
stated, "the Agency is now requiring in the final rule that all cathodic protection systems be
tested within 6 months of installation and at least every 3 years thereafter.  These intervals are
sufficient to detect any damage or failure of the system and to take remedial action in time to
prevent structural failures due to corrosion."  See 53 Fed. Reg. 37137 (1988).  
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Second, the Agency still believes in the soundness of its decision not to require that
cathodic protection monitoring be conducted solely by corrosion experts.  As discussed in the
preamble to the final rule (see 58 Fed. Reg. 37136 (1988)), in response to the Agency's
proposal of such a requirement, some "commenters pointed out that the maintenance,
operation, and inspection of an installed cathodic protection system could be performed by
people who have much less training than a corrosion expert.  EPA agrees with these
comments, recognizing that most of these inspections are now being conducted by trained
specialists."  Comments received in response to this Notice of Data Availability present no data
or arguments that cause the Agency to question this decision.  While the Agency agrees with
the Tillinghast report's finding that variability in cathodic protection readings is reduced through
the use of better protocols, the Agency believes that requiring that the tester meet the
definition of corrosion expert may lead to increased costs without increasing the protection of
human health and the environment. 

The Agency has examined commonly accepted industry standards for monitoring of
cathodic protection systems on underground storage tanks and pipelines.  The Agency found
that many nationally held standards are more stringent.  This lends further support to EPA's
decision not to relax the current requirements.  

The Agency disagrees with suggestions of monitoring intervals of five or 10 years
instead of the current three years; these significantly longer intervals may allow steel tanks
whose cathodic protection systems are not functioning properly to suffer external corrosion and
leak.  The Agency notes that the pace of external corrosion is highly dependent on
characteristics of the metal structure and also of the surrounding soil, which vary widely.  The
Agency also finds the suggestion of extending the monitoring schedule on a case-by-case
basis based on past monitoring non-persuasive.  This is because of the additional risk of
external corrosion should the cathodic protection system not continue to function properly, and
also because it would be difficult for owners and operators and for regulatory personnel to
keep track of the various individual schedules and to ascertain the compliance status of each
tank.  Similarly, the Agency agrees with the commenter who believes that an exemption for
only sti-P3® tanks, versus all cathodically protected steel tanks, would make it difficult to
determine which tanks required monitoring and which did not.  

Regarding the comment on cathodic protection monitoring of steel piping, the Agency
agrees that pipes are often the source of UST releases, but notes that this is outside the scope
of both the Tillinghast report and the Notice of Data Availability.  

The Agency agrees that anodes do have finite life spans, and notes that life spans are
highly dependent on particular site conditions.  The Agency also agrees that the end of anode
life is one of the conditions that causes monitoring results to not meet the industry standard for
verifying cathodic protection.  Appropriate action to determine the cause or causes of such
non-compliant results should be taken.

Based in part on the relative youth of the sti-P3® tank population and the stricter
requirements of several national standards, the Agency believes that the current requirement
for monitoring of sti-P3® cathodic protection systems should not be relaxed.
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1.1 Changing the Tank Design Standards and Associated Monitoring
Requirements

One commenter (State of Missouri, Department of Natural Resources) feels that rather
than defer cathodic protection testing, a more appropriate approach might be to expand the
rule to require periodic testing of all types of tanks to ensure continued performance of critical
design parameters within specifications on an annual basis.  This commenter suggests several
requirements, including testing clad USTs to ensure electrical isolation of the inner steel tank
from the surrounding soil, periodic diameter measurements of FRP tanks, and periodic testing
of the inner coating of FRP products. 

Another commenter (ASTSWMO) feels that monitoring other tank systems, in addition
to maintaining the current requirements, should be considered. 

One commenter (KCL Projects, Ltd.) stated that there is a risk of external corrosion with
fiberglass-clad steel tanks.  This commenter indicated that fractures occur when tanks are
dropped or dented during installation, or from stresses resulting from the differences in the
coefficients of thermal expansion between steel and fiberglass.  This commenter did not,
however, offer a recommendation for additional Agency action with regard to these tanks.
  

This commenter (KCL Projects Ltd.) also stated that coated tanks approved by
Underwriters Laboratory, such as "subject 1746" tanks, have never been required to meet the
same strength or corrosion-resistance standards as non-metallic underground tanks, and
therefore cannot be assumed to offer the same corrosion protection as non-metallic tanks. 
This commenter argued that the Agency should require that every new UST meet UL
standards for Class 16 tanks (nonmetallic units with secondary containment).

Response

These comments are outside the scope of the Agency's request for comments in the
Notice of Data Availability.  The  Agency explicitly limited its request to the Tillinghast report
and to external corrosion on cathodically protected steel tanks.  

In any event, the Agency currently does not have sufficient information to support a
change in the monitoring requirements for other tank technologies at this time.  The Agency
does not agree that requiring every new UST to meet UL standards for Class 16 tanks
(nonmetallic units with secondary containment) is necessary to guard against releases.  

New steel systems with ongoing corrosion protection, including cathodic protection,
were allowed in EPA's technical rules because such systems have been shown to provide
protection from galvanic corrosion, a major cause of failure in USTs.  None of the above
comments cause the Agency to question the conclusions in the final technical rules.  The
Agency believes that proper use and monitoring of cathodic protection systems adequately
protects human health and the environment.

1.2 Installation Errors Necessitate Monitoring
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1.2.1  General Installation Errors.  Several commenters (KCL Projects Ltd.;
Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corporation) argued that there is a risk of external corrosion with
sti-P3® tanks.  They stated that there is no way to locate fractures in the external coating
surrounding the steel tank.  These fractures occur when tanks are dropped or dented during
installation, damaged during shipping, or damaged by improper backfill support or other
improper installation methods.  Once the external coating has fractured, it can peel away from
the steel, exposing the steel to the environment and increasing the likelihood of external
corrosion by creating an opportunity for accelerated point corrosion.  Therefore, they
concluded that the sti-P3® tank design does not provide absolute protection against external
corrosion, and that cathodic protection systems should be used and monitoring should be
conducted regularly to ensure that the systems are working properly.

One commenter (Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corporation) implied that monitoring of
cathodic protection systems should always be required.  The commenter noted, however, that
if monitoring of the anodes was no longer to be required for sti-P3® tanks, the Agency should
consider additional restrictions to ensure that the tank coating is not compromised prior to or
during installation.  The commenter proposed that the Agency require (1) spark testing at the
jobsite to detect damage resulting from manufacturing defects and shipping, (2) the use of
"self compacting" gravel backfill that will keep the tank from slumping and cracking, and (3)
integrity testing of the coating.  

One commenter (STICO [Steel Tank Insurance Company]) states that it knows of five
external corrosion failures of sti-P3® tanks, and that the tanks all shared the characteristics of
improper installation and a lack of monitoring.  STICO believes these failures would have been
prevented by proper testing at the time of installation.  This commenter believes that, if
properly installed and monitored, sti-P3® tanks provide long-term corrosion protection.

Many commenters (International Association of Tank Testing Professionals; New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation; ASTSWMO; Corrosion Associates, Inc.;
State of Michigan, Department of State Police; Letter to David Ziegele from Anonymous;
STICO; Pump Masters Inc.; Charles A. Frey; Brown-Minneapolis Tank; Highland Tank &
Manufacturing Company #7; Green Environmental & Corrosion Inc.; Northeast Utilities Service
Company) stated that failures of sti-P3® tanks result from improper installation practices that
violate the integrity of the cathodic protection system, and that damage to the cathodic
protection system is difficult or impossible to detect at installation.  One of these commenters
(International Association of Tank Testing Professionals) cited specific examples of
compromise to the cathodic protection system, including damage to external dielectric coating
materials; failure to remove protective covers from anodes; contacts with piping and other
objects during installation; and damage to anodes or insulating bushings.  These failures
would be detected if proper installation practices and follow-up cathodic protection system
monitoring were employed. 

One of these commenters (Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #7) suggested
that monitoring at installation would avoid potentially litigious situations in which the installation
is complete and the owner must get the installer to correct what is now an expensive problem. 
Sometimes the hassle of these situations leads the owner to ignore the problem.  Two of these
commenters (Pump Masters, Inc.; Brown-Minneapolis Tank) suggested that the cathodic
protection system be monitored at the time of installation and any time an excavation is
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disturbed by construction or retrofit activity, and another commenter (Charles A. Frey)
suggested monitoring the cathodic protection system within six weeks of installation.  One
commenter (Corrosion Associated, Inc.) stated that monitoring should be conducted one year
after installation.

One of these commenters (Northeast Utilities Service Company) notes that even when
installations are performed properly, cathodic protection systems are often damaged during
backfilling and post-installation work.  The commenter suggests that if the Agency removes the
periodic monitoring requirement but requires monitoring after installation, the cathodic
protection system should be monitored after (1) backfilling, (2) application of final grade, and
(3) installation of all surface structures.

Response

The Agency agrees with commenters who note that problems can result and have
resulted from improper installation of sti-P3® tanks.  Information from many sources, including
the Tillinghast report, indicates that, although documented cases of sti-P3® tank failure due to
external corrosion may be infrequent, when such failures occur they can usually be attributed
to installation errors.  However, again because of the relative youth of sti-P3® tanks, the
Agency does not believe that this means that causes of external corrosion other than
installation errors are not possible.  In addition, while problems due to installation errors may
be likely to be revealed soon after installation, if there are problems due to causes
materializing after installation, they will come to light later, because the causes occurred later. 
This, together with the youth of sti-P3® tanks relative to their expected service life, leads the
Agency to believe that the fact that most problems to date are from installation errors does not
mean that any problems in the future also will be. 

The Agency understands that some tank owners or installers perform cathodic
protection monitoring at installation.  The Agency believes that this is a sound engineering
practice that can be of benefit to tank owners and, of course, one that meets the requirements
in EPA's regulation that systems be tested within six months of installation.  The Agency
believes its current requirement to monitor the cathodic protection system within six months of
installation is sufficient to detect a lack of cathodic protection before external corrosion causes
premature failure.  The Agency believes that the reasoning in the Preamble to the final
technical rule, at 53 Fed. Reg. 37137 (1988) remains sound, as it states "the Agency is now
requiring in the final rule that all cathodic protection systems be tested within 6 months of
installation and at least every 3 years thereafter.  These intervals are sufficient to detect any
damage or failure of the system and to take remedial action in time to prevent structural
failures due to corrosion." 

The Agency believes that cathodic protection monitoring performed at the current
frequency is sufficient, and therefore does not need to be enhanced to require monitoring at
installation.

1.2.2  Pre-engineered Cathodic Protection Systems and Installation of
Anodes.  Several commenters (Piping and Corrosion Specialties Inc.; Chem Met, Ltd., P.C.)
state that a cathodic protection system must be designed for the actual conditions where it will
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be used in order to function properly.  The standard, factory-installed cathodic protection
systems furnished by the Steel Tank Institute manufacturers are not designed for specific job
conditions.  The commenters feel that a standard design will not work in every location where it
could be installed.  One of these commenters (Chem Met, Ltd., P.C.) feels that a longer
monitoring interval may not be acceptable in all such cases.

Another commenter (Corrosion Control Specialist Inc.) stated that he has tested many
sti-P3® tanks that have pre-engineered cathodic protection systems.  According to this
commenter, not one tank has been fully cathodically protected without needing to add anodes
to the pre-engineered system.  The commenter reports that pre-engineered cathodic protection
systems may not meet the specific conditions at a site, such as soil resistivity.  The commenter
stated that although the sti-P3® tank has an excellent coating system, the failure to monitor for
corrosion could eventually lead to a tank failure.

Another commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) notes that the sti-P3®
system is manufactured and sold for universal application.  The commenter notes that  many
corrosion engineers advocate a corrosion survey of the tank installation site before the
cathodic protection system is installed in order to insure that the proper anode and coating
materials will be used.   The commenter cites the Underwriters Laboratories standard UL 1746
as evidence that Underwriters Laboratories recognizes that a standard pre-engineered
cathodic protection system should not be installed in all soil conditions.   The commenter
concludes by noting that about half of the soil in the United States is corrosive, having a 4,000
ohm-cm reading, and implies that the standard sti-P3® tank can not successfully work in such
soil.  Therefore, the commenter feels that the Agency should mandate a six-month monitoring
interval for sti-P3® tanks in soil of 4,000 ohm-cm resistivity.

One of these commenters (Piping and Corrosion Specialties Inc.) states that the Steel
Tank Institute has never used National Association of Corrosion Engineers recommendations
in the design, installation, and testing of their pre-engineered cathodic protection systems. 
The commenter notes that the life expectancies of cathodic protection systems can vary from a
few years to several years.  The commenter concludes that periodic testing would be the only
way to confirm that the system is operating properly.

One commenter (Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corporation) submitted a report from
Harco Technologies showing that sti-P3® tanks built in the last four years are made with zinc
anodes, which are weaker than magnesium anodes.  The report notes that the zinc anodes
are not field tested, and that much of the successful history of the sti-P3® tank is based upon
the performance of magnesium anodes in use on older models.

Several commenters (State of Maryland, Maryland Department of the Environment;
Piping and Corrosion Specialties Inc.) noted that sti-P3® tanks are generally constructed with
anodes made of either zinc or magnesium.  These commenters expressed concern that
installation sites are rarely checked for soil resistivity, the main factor that determines which
type of anode should be used on the tank.  The commenters noted that when anodes are
installed in an improper environment, they might initially provide protection, but shortly
thereafter they may not be useful.  The commenters provided the example of a magnesium
anode that is installed in an environment with low soil resistivity, an environment in which a
zinc anode would be more appropriate.  The magnesium anode would be used up rapidly due
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to self-corrosion, leaving the tank unprotected.  The commenters also noted that zinc anodes
in an environment with high soil resistivity will only provide adequate protection while the
coating surrounding the anode is present.  Once the coating breaks down, the anode cannot
supply protective current and the tank corrodes.  The commenters concluded that cathodic
protection testing should be continued to provide a warning when anodes cease to be
effective.

One commenter (Corrosion Associates, Inc.) notes that almost all of the tanks that he
has observed being installed have been equipped with zinc anodes and backfilled with clean
sand or pea gravel, which are high resistivity media.  The commenter notes that some of these
tanks lose protective potential after a few years, and he believes this is due to passivation of
the zinc anode.  The cost of excavation to prove that this is the case is prohibitive, so often
additional magnesium anodes are drilled in to raise the potential to protective levels.  The
commenter feels that this is an added expense that would not have been necessary had
magnesium anodes been used in the first place.

Response 

The Agency agrees that various combinations of site conditions and anode materials
exist at sti-P3® installations and at installations of other tanks with factory installed cathodic
protection systems.  The Agency agrees with those commenters who recommend periodic
cathodic protection monitoring as the best way to measure protection against external
corrosion at any site regardless of site conditions.  The Agency also notes that efforts to
determine the proper type of anode to use for particular site conditions, such as pre-installation
corrosion surveys, have been performed at sti-P3® installations. 

With regard to the commenter who feels that the Agency should mandate a six-month
monitoring interval for sti-P3® tanks in soils of a certain resistivity, the Agency notes that
requests to increase the stringency of the monitoring requirement are outside the scope of
STI's request, the Tillinghast study, and the Notice of Data Availability.  In any event, the
Agency disagrees with the commenter.  The Agency still holds the beliefs found in the
Preamble to the final technical rule at 53 Fed. Reg. 37126 (1988), which reads, "EPA
continues to believe that use of a single resistivity variable is inadequate to measure the
propensity to corrode."  The Agency believes, as stated above, that the three year interval
allows sufficient time to take remedial action in order to prevent failure.

The Agency acknowledges that the sti-P3® tank design for cathodic protection is a
conservative one, intended to work in a wide variety of conditions.  However, the Agency
agrees with commenters who report that anodes can be utilized that may not be appropriate
for all specific site conditions.  In addition, the anode selection and design specifications for
factory installed cathodic protection systems that were not manufactured to the sti-P3®
specification are not known.  

Therefore, the Agency believes that variation in site conditions and the potential for the
selection of inappropriate anodes for the cathodic protection system warrant periodic cathodic
protection monitoring of sti-P3® tanks.  The Agency believes that this requirement is equally
appropriate for the less-understood, non-sti-P3® cathodically protected steel tanks as well.
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1.3 Changing Site Conditions Necessitate Monitoring

Another commenter (Government of the District of Columbia, Environmental
Regulations Administration) noted that anodes corrode in the process of generating protective
current.  Generally, an adequately designed anode requires no monitoring in the early years of
service, provided that the cathodic protection system is checked at installation and there are
no structural disturbances during the course of its operation.  As the system gets older than 15
years, monitoring is advisable.  Another commenter (Electrochemical Devices, Inc.) also noted
that where environmental conditions are constant and cathodic protection is maintained, tank
potentials will not vary for the life of the anode.  This commenter felt that it might be acceptable
to relax the frequency of the monitoring requirement, although he felt that in general
monitoring was a valuable practice and should be continued.

Several commenters (Xerxes Corporation; NACE International; Northeast Utilities
Service Company; New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) argued that
changing site conditions justify frequent monitoring.  One of these commenters (Xerxes
Corporation) states that underground conditions constantly change.  Corrosion rates rise and
fall as water passes in and out of an area, and the addition of power lines, new buildings and
underground piping near a tank location can create disturbances that damage cathodic
protection systems.  This commenter stated that the typical owner may not be aware of these
disturbances, or the damage that they may cause to the corrosion system.  The commenter
believes that the frequency of the monitoring requirement ensures that any compromise in the
protection system will be detected in a timely manner.

Another commenter (NACE International) states that there are some specific reasons to
require periodic testing of the cathodic protection system.  Those reasons are: (1) changes in
UST configuration; (2) electrical changes such as stray current/interference, shorts to other
structures, wires cut or damaged, and anodes consumed; (3) environmental changes such as
drainage, earthquakes, settlement, and pollution/contamination; and (4) nearby effects such as
new construction and utility changes or additions.

One commenter (Northeast Utilities Service Company) notes that operators of facilities
do not always inform parties that monitor cathodic protection systems that a tank has been
disturbed so that they may initiate testing after the disturbance.  Under the current regulatory
schedule, problems of this nature are identified during the next cathodic protection monitoring. 
Without a periodic monitoring requirement, problems caused by disturbances may go
unnoticed and lead to possible releases to the environment. 

One commenter (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) noted
that the Tillinghast report cites an incident of sti-P3® tank failure as a result of a massive stray
current that overpowered the anode.  The commenter notes that although the Tillinghast report
attributes most corrosion failures to installation damage or excavation disturbances, in this
case the report does not mention any excavation disturbance associated with the incident. 
This commenter concluded that monitoring of the cathodic protection system would have
detected the situation so the owner or operator could have taken steps to protect the tank
before it corroded and failed.
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Response 

The Agency believes that the likelihood of changing site conditions surrounding an UST
system warrants regular cathodic protection monitoring by the owner or operator.  Owners and
operators may not be aware of every occasion when the site conditions surrounding an UST,
or a group of USTs, have been disturbed.  Site conditions, and their effects on an underground
structure's corrosion protection, change for many reasons.  These include heavy rainfall that
can increase soil moisture and therefore the likelihood for external corrosion.  Also relevant are
nearby construction activities that can disturb the soil, leading to accelerated corrosion due to
less homogeneous tank backfill.  Construction also can short circuit other metal structures to
the tank.  In this case, anodes, as they protect more exposed metal, will not last as long as
they would otherwise, potentially leading to external corrosion where none would otherwise
occur.  In addition, electrical changes, such as stray currents from electrical utility lines or
changes in nearby impressed current cathodic protection systems, can render a cathodic
protection system less effective.  

If the owner or operator does not realize that conditions surrounding the USTs have
changed, the USTs can become more vulnerable to corrosion and the possibility of a leak. 
The Agency believes that owners or operators will know when some changes occur, including
most construction activity disturbing the backfill, but also believes that there are many
opportunities for site conditions to change without the owner or operator realizing the change
has taken place.  Furthermore, the Agency believes that, without a schedule, some owners
and operators will, even if they realize changes have taken place, not properly monitor the
cathodic protection system to ensure it is still functioning properly.   

Because so many factors that can impact the cathodic protection system are beyond
the control of and can occur without the knowledge of UST owners and operators, it is not
feasible to rely on owner and operator discretion to determine the appropriate intervals for
monitoring a cathodic protection system.  The Agency believes that the current monitoring
frequency allows owners and operators to detect changes in the UST environment that can
compromise cathodic protection systems and to take timely and appropriate actions to protect
those systems.  Finally, the Agency believes it would be difficult for implementing agencies to
monitor compliance with, and enforce, a requirement to monitor only after site conditions have
changed due to construction or another disturbance of the tank excavation.

1.4 Specific Tank Data Provided

1.4.1  Data on Cathodic Protection Systems.  Several commenters (Owens-
Corning Fiberglass Corporation; Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) cited a study that
was conducted from 1980 to 1983 by the PSG/Hinchman Company for Owens-Corning
Fiberglass Corporation.  In this study, 76 sti-P3® tanks were tested in four states, and
measurements were made relative to the well-established industry standard criterion of a
negative potential voltage of at least 0.85 volt (-0.85 volt), as measured between the structure
and a saturated copper-copper sulfate half-cell contacting the soil.  The Hinchman Company
found that although 63 (83%) of the 76 tanks were adequately protected from external
corrosion failures, eight (10%) tanks did not meet the selected criterion for cathodic protection
because their insulating bushings were shorted, and five (7%) tanks did not meet the selected
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criterion for cathodic protection for unspecified reasons.  These commenters also cited a report
(The Geyer Report) that documents the results of surveys conducted by the Steel Tank
Institute during 1986.  Data from this report indicate that 22%2 of 591 tanks surveyed and
tested did not meet the industry standard -0.85 volt criterion, as required in National
Association of Corrosion Engineers' Recommended Practice RP-02-85.

Another commenter (State of Missouri, Department of Natural Resources) reports that it
has inspection records for 1,962 USTs.  Six of these inspections specifically identified
noncompliance with the corrosion protection requirements.  Five of these six records covered
facilities that are believed, based on registration data, to be sti-P3® USTs.  Five of these six
records indicate that the initial violation was the owner's or operator's failure to test the
cathodic protection system.  Three of the six records provide test results indicating that
cathodic protection systems were not operating properly.

Another commenter (State of Maryland, Maryland Department of the Environment)
noted that several corrosion protection companies that test hundreds of tanks per year across
the country report an almost 80% failure rate of cathodic protection systems when checked
against the -0.85 volt criterion.  (The commenter did not state whether the tanks examined
were sti-P3® tanks.)  This failure rate implies that most cathodically protected tanks are not
adequately protected against corrosion, and that continued monitoring is the only way to detect
likely problems with the tanks. 

Another commenter (Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) notes that her firm tests a
significant number of cathodic protection systems every year.  Based on their results, over
60% of sti-P3® systems do not meet the criteria for cathodic protection.  One commenter
(Letter to David Ziegele from Anonymous) notes that he is aware of single wall sti-P3® tanks
originally sold by his company and others that are not cathodically protected and cannot pass
a precision test.

Another commenter (Beth Anderson) questions the reliability of sti-P3® tanks that have
been in the ground for 20 years or more.  The commenter reports seeing significant depletion
on some cathodic protection systems (i.e., the anode) after 15 to 20 years of service.  The
commenter notes that in these instances there was no corrosion damage on the tank, but that
the anodes had been replaced to provide better long-term protection.  The commenter feels
that failure to replace the anodes would have put the tanks at risk of corroding. 

One commenter (ASTSWMO) notes that the Tillinghast report says that less than 10%
of the Watchdog participants of major oil companies who maintain their corrosion monitoring
programs and installed sti-P3® tanks in 1990 reported readings below the -0.85 volt criterion. 
The commenter expresses concern that these tanks are only three to four years old, and that
as many as one in ten are out of compliance with acceptable levels for corrosion protection. 
The commenter notes that these substandard test levels may be due to factors other than
anode failure, but feels that periodic monitoring of the cathodic protection system would
indicate the need for further investigation to determine the cause of the substandard readings.

1.4.2  Data on sti-P3® Tanks.  Several commenters (Fargo Tank Company;
Pump Masters Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company # 13, #12, and #10; E.E. Wine
Inc.) described their experiences with the removal and inspection of sti-P3® tanks.  One of
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these commenters (Fargo Tank Company) described four sti-P3® tanks that had been in the
ground for more than six years.  This commenter reported that the four tanks showed no
internal or external corrosion, pitting or scratching.  Another commenter (Pump Masters, Inc.)
described two sti-P3® tanks that had been in the ground for 12 and 14 years respectively.  The
exterior coatings on the tanks appeared to be in very good condition, with no evidence of
peeling or deterioration.  Several commenters (Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #13;
Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #12) described the condition of several sti-P3®
tanks removed after seven and ten years in the ground by saying that they looked like the day
they were installed.  Another commenter (Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #10)
described the condition of an 8,000 gallon, five-year-old sti-P3® tank.  The tank had some
scratches in its coating and a light gray film covering on the area of the scratches.  The
commenter said the gray film was the action of the anodes working to protect the scratches
and therefore to protect against corrosion.  Another commenter (E.E. Wine, Inc.) excavated to
the top of an sti-P3® tank that had been buried for seven years, and noted that the tank was in
good condition.  

Several other commenters (James B. Phillips Company, Inc.; Beaver Petroleum Co.
Inc; Crawford Fuel and Oil; Bell Petroleum Ltd., Aviation Products Division; Fred's Plumbing
and Heating #1; Fred's Plumbing and Heating #2; Sammy L. Thorlup; Benit Fuel Sales &
Service Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #8; Alliance Oil Service Company;
Baird Petroleum Equipment Corporation; James Islintu) described sti-P3® tanks based on
visual observation during removal.  Although the commenters did not provide the ages of the
tanks, they reported that the tanks showed no evidence of corrosion, and that in some cases
original labelling and stencilling were still legible on the external tank surfaces.

Many commenters3 stated that the sti-P3® tank is an extremely reliable tank.  These
commenters stated that based on their experience with installing or using sti-P3® tanks, they
knew of few or no problems associated with the tanks.  These commenters stated that of the
more than 200,000 sti-P3® tanks that have been installed, there have been only seven
reported failures.  One of these commenters (Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #2)
stated that although more than 200,000 sti-P3® tanks have been installed, he only knew of
one reported product release from an sti-P3® tank. 

One commenter (Brown-Minneapolis Tank) stated that the Tillinghast report mentions
only two failures out of the 8,000 sti-P3® tanks included in its sample.  The failures of these
tanks were due to improper installation and not the tanks themselves.

One commenter (STICO) states that based upon actuarial assessments, the sti-P3®
tank has the lowest insurance premium rate as a result of its comparatively low risk exposure  -
- less than 1/10 of 1% of all sti-P3® tanks fail.  He acknowledges that this low risk exposure is
due largely to compliance with the cathodic protection monitoring requirement to monitor within
six months of installation.  He reports that he knows of five external corrosion failures of tanks,
and that they all shared characteristics -- improper installation and a lack of monitoring on the
part of the owner/operator -- which he believes could have been prevented by proper testing at
the time of installation.  He believes that sti-P3® tanks provide long-term corrosion protection.

Another commenter (Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) notes that the Steel Tank
Institute Watchdog Program was finding a large number of non-compliant cathodic protection
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readings.  According to the commenter, this lowered owners' faith in the system, which in turn
reduced the number of sti-P3® tanks sold. 

Response

In response to concerns about internal corrosion, the Agency points out that the
Tillinghast report, like external cathodic protection systems, addresses only external corrosion. 
In addition, the Agency's information is that internal corrosion of steel tanks historically poses a
much smaller risk of release than external corrosion.

The Agency believes that commenters who cited the Geyer Report as indicating that
22% of 591 tanks surveyed and tested did not meet the -0.85 volt criterion misinterpreted the
report's findings.  Tables 2 and 3 of the Geyer Report show a finding that 10 or 11%, not 22%,
of the universe of 591 tanks surveyed were below the -0.85 volt protection criterion.

The Agency notes that the -0.85 volt potential cathodic protection criterion is a
conservative one that has been documented over many years as providing protection of steel
in a wide variety of conditions.  Furthermore, the Agency is aware that site conditions such as
extreme backfill dryness, which renders neither the tank nor the anodes cathodically active,
can cause non-compliant readings.  Therefore, readings more positive than -0.85 volts do not
necessarily indicate that a tank is corroding.  The Agency notes that several commenters
provided data indicating that a significant fraction of cathodic protection monitoring is not able
to show that the systems monitored are, with certainty, meeting industry standards.  However,
the criterion is a well-established industry standard, and its use is a certain and efficient way to
determine that a tank has cathodic protection.  When cathodic protection systems do not meet
this criterion, owners and operators should investigate the cause of the failure in order to be
able to achieve the standard.  The Agency believes that the current cathodic protection
monitoring requirements of monitoring within six months of installation and at least every three
years afterward are adequate and detect potential failures of cathodic protection systems.

In response to comments on sti-P3® tanks, the Agency acknowledges that many
experienced professionals believe in their reliability.  However, few commenters provided data
covering a large number of tanks.  These comments do not compel the Agency to reduce the
required frequency of cathodic protection monitoring, due largely to a lack of adequate data
and to the youth of the population of sti-P3® tanks relative to their expected useful life.
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2. Validity of Tillinghast Report

A commenter (State of Michigan, Department of State Police) states that the Tillinghast
report is based on a sample that contains a disproportionate number of tanks that were
installed after promulgation of the UST rules.  This sample, therefore, does not provide
sufficient data for identifying the ideal monitoring schedule.  The commenter feels that without
additional data, there is not adequate evidence to support any change in the monitoring
requirements.

Several commenters (Xerxes Corporation; Piping and Corrosion Specialties Inc.)
believe that there is no statistically reliable data to either affirm or refute the Steel Tank
Institute's assertion that the sti-P3® tank has a very good performance record.  One
commenter (Xerxes Corporation) notes that much of the information in the report is based on
anecdotal information provided by people who are not aware of the limits of their knowledge. 
To be statistically valid, the survey would need to have a broader population and look at tanks
in different soil conditions and of different ages.  This commenter also notes that the survey is
full of assumptions, uncertainties, and admissions of deficiencies.The other commenter (Piping
and Corrosion Specialties Inc.) noted that some of the conclusions in the Tillinghast report are
suspect.  Specifically, this commenter notes that the report included only 110 owners who had
direct knowledge of 385 tanks and secondary knowledge of 2,500 tanks, and 37 installers who
had knowledge of 5,000 tanks.  The report stated that the cathodic protection requirements are
not well understood by many owners, installers and regulators, and that monitoring of the
cathodic protection system was generally not being performed.  This commenter questions
how Tillinghast therefore can conclude that sti-P3® tanks do not need to be monitored when 
many of those surveyed were not monitoring or did not understand the cathodic protection
systems.  

Another commenter (Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) contends that the
Tillinghast report is not authoritative.  The commenter believes that the Tillinghast report is
extremely limited for the purpose of rewriting a federal regulation, and that significantly more
information should be obtained.  The commenter further notes that the owners of the tanks
surveyed were under the Steel Tank Institute Watchdog Program, and, because they receive
test results under the program, knew the condition of the cathodic protection systems prior to
the survey.  They would have been informed of the failure of the cathodic protection systems
and would have taken preemptive measures to avoid damage to their tanks.

One commenter (Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) stated that the small number
of insurance claims against STICO for sti-P3® tank failures is not a valid indicator of the rate of
sti-P3® tanks failures.  This commenter argued that the numbers would not be valid because
many owners would first proceed to their respective state insurance funds for coverage in the
event of a failure and because in some cases STICO has refused to honor claims made
against it due to what it called contractor negligence.  

One commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) says that the Tillinghast
report is biased by geographic tank distribution.  For example, the sample did not include any
tanks from the midwest (Region 5) and only 1.7% of the tanks selected were located in the
northeast (Regions 1 & 2).  The majority of the tanks in the sample (50.9%)  were located in
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EPA Regions 6, 7 & 8.  The commenter further noted that the geographic areas chosen for the
sample are not known to be areas where corrosive soils and stray currents are typically found
in UST settings.  The commenter argued that a representative sample should have included
such states as Ohio where cathodic protection has been problematic due to low soil resistivity
and New Jersey where most USTs are installed in urban settings subject to stray currents.  In
sum, the commenter feels that the Tillinghast report sample selection is biased towards sti-
P3® tank locations in the most favorable soil conditions.  The commenter notes, however, that
even in these favorable settings the Tillinghast report shows an unacceptable level of cathodic
protection for many sti-P3® tanks.

This commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Pipe Institute) also stated that the
Tillinghast contacts were not appropriate because they could only produce anecdotal
information.  This commenter argues that interviewing installers was inappropriate because it
was in the installers' best interest not to identify problems with their installations.  The
commenter further noted that only 11 of the 37 installers interviewed had experience with sti-
P3® tank removals.  This commenter also questions the validity of interviews with major oil
company representatives.  Although not identified in the Tillinghast report, this commenter
believes these major oil companies had to be Exxon, Chevron, Shell, Texaco, Mobil and
ARCO.  This commenter noted that these companies are all FRP tank users and have only
incidental experience with sti-P3® tanks.  The commenter indicated that while Amoco could
also have provided comments, this company has discontinued the use of sti-P3® tanks and
therefore the commenter believes that Tillinghast would not have interviewed them for this
report.  Finally, this commenter noted that the only other company that could have been
included is Marathon, which is owned by USX, a steel producer.  This commenter argued that
Marathon's comments would therefore be biased in favor of sti-P3® tanks.  

One commenter (Letter to David Ziegele from Anonymous) feels that the only way to
know the truth about sti-P3® tanks is to depose every sti-P3® tank manufacturer under oath
and survey every owner of a cathodically protected UST.

Response 

The Agency acknowledges the comments regarding the validity of the Tillinghast
Report.  In its decisionmaking process, the Agency has evaluated and considered the data and
information presented in that report and all other information submitted to the docket as of the
end of January, 1994, on their own merits.  

The Agency notes that the Tillinghast report is the most comprehensive of its kind to
date, and includes both "hard" data, such as that from the Steel Tank Insurance Company
(STICO), as well as "soft" data, such as estimates from installers and regulators.  The Agency
agrees with the comment that the report is based on a sample that contains a disproportionate
number of tanks that were installed after promulgation of the UST rules in 1988.  This may well
be because the vast majority of sti-P3® tanks have been installed since 1985, making older sti-
P3® tanks and information about them rare.  The Agency further agrees with this commenter
that without such data, there is not adequate evidence to support any change in the monitoring
frequency requirement.  The Agency notes that data of this nature may not be available for
several years, due to the youth of installed sti-P3® tanks relative to their expected service life
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and relative to their current warranty period of 30 years.  Even though age is by no means the
sole indicator of tank integrity, corrosion is progressive and the Agency believes that the fact
that relatively few older tanks were surveyed skews the applicability of the report's findings to
the subject of STI's request.  

The Agency acknowledges the report's findings that there have been very few recorded
failures of sti-P3® tanks, but acknowledges the commenters who stated that no statistically
reliable data was included to affirm the claim that the sti-P3® tank has a very good
performance record to date.  The Agency again notes the lack of data from older sti-P3®
tanks.  

The Agency agrees with the comment noting that much of the information in the report
is anecdotal, and that many of the people providing the information appear to have little
technical knowledge of cathodic protection.  The Agency believes that the findings obtained
from these sources are therefore less persuasive than if respondents demonstrated a high
level of technical competence.  The Agency agrees with the comment that the report does
have definite limitations, some of which are stated in the report itself.  For example, the report
notes that the actual numbers of tanks owned or installed by survey participants could be 50%
higher or lower; thus, Tillinghast rightfully could not state with reasonable certainty that all
instances of external corrosion of sti-P3® tanks were identified, and also could not state with
certainty that the instances that were identified involved sti-P3® tanks.

The Agency also agrees with one commenter that the report noted that cathodic
protection monitoring is frequently not performed, and therefore any conclusion that sti-P3®
tanks do not need to be monitored is questionable.  Furthermore, the Agency agrees with this
commenter that the tank owners surveyed in the Tillinghast report that were covered by STI's
Watchdog program are more likely to know the condition of their cathodic protection systems
and to have taken remedial steps in the event of noncompliant readings.  Finally, EPA believes
that this commenter's assertion that the number of claims against STICO is not a valid indicator
of sti-P3® failures is plausible, partly because a large majority of states have funds available
for addressing leaks.  The Agency cannot speak to the comment regarding honoring claims
and alleged contractor negligence.

The Agency acknowledges one commenter's claim of geographical bias, and agrees
with this commenter that the Tillinghast report shows that several percent of sti-P3® tanks
tested are not shown to meet industry standards for cathodic protection.  Regarding the
interviews of installers, the Agency agrees with this commenter that the report shows only 11
out of 37 installers interviewed had experience with sti-P3® removals, and believes that
information on tank condition at removal is very important with regard to external corrosion.

The Agency agrees with commenters that some of the sources of information in the
Tillinghast report are not financially independent of the success of sti-P3® tanks, but also
notes that this is true of several of the commenters.  The Agency has taken into consideration
the apparent interests of those providing information as appropriate.  

In response to the anonymous commenter who felt that the only way to know the truth
about sti-P3® tanks was to depose all sti-P3® manufacturers under oath and survey all
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owners of cathodically protected tanks, the Agency believes that such activities would be very
resource intensive and impractical.  However, the Agency acknowledges that the more
respondents are surveyed, the greater the level of confidence in the responses, and notes that
the Tillinghast findings are based on surveys of only a small fraction of the installed sti-P3®
tanks.

The Agency acknowledges the report's findings that almost eight percent of tanks in the
Watchdog program in recent years were not shown to be protected for one reason or another,
though cathodic protection monitoring results are reported to be improving.  The Agency also
acknowledges the report's finding that, unless a tank is in the Watchdog program or
maintained by a major oil company, cathodic protection monitoring is generally not being
performed.  The Agency also acknowledges that assessing the frequency of cathodic
protection testing was not the primary purpose of the report, and that Tillinghast states that it
did not obtain enough corrosion monitoring data to statistically determine an optimum
monitoring frequency.

Consideration of the Tillinghast report and comments regarding it lead the Agency to
believe that routine cathodic protection monitoring is necessary in determining whether or not
steel tanks are protected from external corrosion, and should still be required.
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3. Inequality of Rules - Applicability to Other Tanks

Several commenters (Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #2, Ten Hoeve
Brothers, Inc. #1) argue that the monitoring requirement is inappropriate because it is not
placed on bare steel tanks and other technologies that are allegedly less proven than the sti-
P3® tank.

Several commenters (Xerxes Corporation; Marcel Moreau Associates;  State of
Michigan, Department of State Police) argue that the cathodic protection monitoring
requirement is not inconsistent with the phase-in schedule for existing UST systems.  One of
these commenters (Marcel Moreau Associates) states that the fact that sti-P3® tanks require
cathodic protection monitoring and others do not should not be viewed as unfair.   Rather, the
fact that different requirements apply to different tanks should be accepted as part of the
overall regulatory strategy used to ensure the safety of all UST systems by 1998.  The
commenter adds that sti-P3® tank distributors could use this argument as a selling point,
promoting their tanks as better protected from leaks than are brands that do not have to
adhere to the monitoring requirements.  Another of these commenters (State of Michigan,
Department of State Police) notes that the cathodic protection requirement for steel tanks is
not indicative of a bias toward unprotected steel tanks.  Rather, the 1998 phase-in of tank
upgrade requirements is intended to minimize the financial burden on the regulated community
for costs associated with upgrading UST systems.  The other commenter (Xerxes Corporation)
stated that although the requirements appear to be inequitable with older non-protected tanks,
the commenter argues that the customer is paying for a better product when he buys a
cathodically protected steel tank.  

Several commenters (Xerxes Corporation; Marcel Moreau Associates; State of
Michigan, Department of State Police) argue that because periodic monitoring of fiberglass
tank diameters is not required is not a valid reason for eliminating the cathodic protection
monitoring requirement for steel tanks.  The commenters contend that the two types of tanks
fail in different ways.  Thus, requirements that may be appropriate for steel tanks may not be
appropriate for fiberglass tanks.  Another commenter (State of Michigan, Department of State
Police) argues that, although the absence of tank deflection monitoring requirements for
fiberglass-reinforced-plastic tanks supports a lack of tank deflection monitoring requirements
for steel tanks, the absence of such a requirement does not justify eliminating the cathodic
protection monitoring requirements for steel tanks.

Response

While it is true that cathodic protection monitoring is not required on bare steel tanks
prior to December 22, 1998, this fact does not warrant relaxation of the requirements for
cathodically protected steel tanks.  The Agency believes that the discrepancy in requirements
is appropriate.  It would have been most environmentally protective to require immediate
upgrading of bare steel tanks.  However, the Agency still supports its original decision, made
when the technical rule was promulgated in 1988, to allow owners of bare steel tanks until
1998 to meet these requirements.  This decision was based on the Agency's conclusion that a
shorter compliance period was not feasible, given the diverse nature and large size of the
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regulated UST community.  Because periodic cathodic protection monitoring of steel tanks that
do not even have cathodic protection serves no purpose, and because, as stated elsewhere,
cathodic protection monitoring is neither difficult nor expensive, the Agency believes that
applying different standards is reasonable.  Meanwhile, it is important for cathodically
protected tanks to be monitored, to ensure that they are indeed protected, and to ensure that
they do not add to the threat posed by existing bare steel tanks.  The Agency also notes that
bare steel tanks must be replaced or upgraded by December 22, 1998.  Either of these tasks
costs thousands of dollars.  By contrast, tanks with pre-engineered cathodic protection
monitoring systems (and spill and overfill equipment) need not be upgraded or replaced.  

Although the Agency defined a ten year compliance period for upgrading existing bare
steel tank systems, it continues to be concerned about their potential impact on human health
and the environment.  The Agency notes that it and many state UST programs have
encouraged owners and operators to upgrade their existing tank systems before the 1998
deadline and have seen some progress toward that end.  Compliance with the monitoring
requirements for those upgraded or replaced systems has greatly reduced the incidence of
corrosion failure in steel tanks.  Given the complex nature and size of the regulated
community, the Agency believes that this combination of requirements has provided the
greatest protection of human health and the environment.

In response to concerns about the inequality of the rule because it does not apply to
fiberglass tanks, the Agency believes that tank wall deflection in fiberglass tanks is a
fundamentally different physical phenomenon than external corrosion of steel tanks, both in its
nature and in its likelihood to pose a threat to tank integrity over the long term.  The materials
used to construct different types of tanks vary and the Agency, in the technical standards
promulgated in 1988, initially determined specific testing methods and frequency based on the
risk posed by those materials.  The Agency concedes that coated, cathodically protected steel
tanks meeting the UST regulations pose orders of magnitude less risk of failure due to external
corrosion than unprotected steel tanks.  Nevertheless, the fact remains that steel, if its
protection is compromised, is subject to long-term progressive deterioration by way of
corrosion in a way that fiberglass-reinforced plastic is not.  In the preamble to the proposed
technical rule, The Agency noted that corrosion was the major cause of leaks from unprotected
steel UST systems.  See 52 Fed. Reg. 12666 (1987).  The Agency believes that monitoring
cathodic protection systems is necessary to ensure that cathodically protected steel systems
remain protected, and that they do not in the future pose risks to human health and the
environment similar to those the Agency found in the past.  In addition, the Agency currently
does not have information indicating that fiberglass tanks pose particular risks of failure over
the long term or that imposing periodic monitoring of fiberglass tanks, such as deflection
monitoring, would reduce risks to human health and the environment.  Therefore, the Agency
agrees with commenters who argued that the lack of monitoring of deflection in fiberglass
tanks is not a valid reason to eliminate or reduce the monitoring requirement on steel tanks. 
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4. Duplication of Leak Detection Requirements

Several commenters4 indicated that when properly used or installed, inventory control
techniques and leak detection monitors provide notice of tank system failure and effectively
reduce chances for spills of any consequence.  These commenters stated that the cathodic
protection monitoring requirement is redundant in light of these other requirements.

Several commenters (ASTSWMO; Marcel Moreau Associates; NACE International;
State of Michigan, Department of State Police; Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.; State of
Missouri, Department of Natural Resources), however, noted that leak detection monitoring
and cathodic protection monitoring do not serve the same purpose.  Leak detection monitoring
provides notice of releases and environmental damage.  Cathodic protection monitoring works
as a means of leak prevention by providing notice of potential corrosion which could lead to
leaks.  These commenters, therefore, disagreed that the two systems are redundant, and
argued that leak detection monitoring does not supersede the need for cathodic protection
monitoring. 

One of these commenters (ASTSWMO) noted that more resources are currently
directed toward clean-up than to preventive measures.  However, the commenter feels that the
Agency's approach to the problem of leaking USTs is essentially correct as it addresses both
ends of the tank problem -- using resources as needed to respond to leaks while developing
requirements that focus on prevention. 

Response 

The Agency believes the current cathodic protection system monitoring requirements
do not duplicate the leak detection requirements.  Leak detection systems are designed to
inform owners and operators when a leak in the UST system has already occurred.  By
contrast, cathodic protection systems are designed to prevent damage to USTs by warning
owners and operators that their UST system or piping is no longer adequately protected and
has become vulnerable to corrosion.  Cathodic protection systems and the requirements for
monitoring them are designed to reduce the likelihood that any release will occur and to
prevent pollution; leak detection systems help to reduce the likelihood that a leak from an UST
system will become significant, but are not designed to reduce the likelihood of a leak. 
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5. Ease and Costs of Compliance

5.1 Ease of Cathodic Protection Monitoring

One commenter (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) indicated
that it is easy to monitor cathodic protection systems.  The commenter noted that once a
system has been properly installed that provides access to the soil above the tank, the major
problem to be expected is low soil moisture content.  This condition can lead to incorrect or
incomplete readings.  The commenter suggested that this could be corrected by adding water
to the soil and taking the reading again.

Another commenter (State of Missouri, Department of Natural Resources) noted that
the problem with the current monitoring requirement is that the specified frequency differs from
the frequency of other actions required under UST rules.  This makes the requirement difficult
to remember.  Another commenter (Chem Met, Ltd., P.C.) notes that often there is a tendency
to forget to monitor the cathodic protection system.  The commenter feels that this tendency
will become more prevalent if the monitoring schedule is extended. 

Another commenter (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation)
noted that the Tillinghast report states that many owners and installers do not understand the
technical basis for cathodic protection.  The commenter responded that a lack of education
should not be a reason for eliminating the monitoring requirement.  The commenter proposed
that more education is needed to help people understand why tanks are protected and how to
determine if protection is adequate.  One commenter (Xerxes Corporation) notes that the
Tillinghast report mentions the need for additional training for installers and customers.

A commenter (Piping and Corrosion Specialties Inc.) states that incorrect testing
procedures could lead to inaccurate readings when the cathodic protection system is being
monitored.  The commenter worries that inaccurate readings may be obtained because the
Steel Tank Institute does not have a technical report form which specifies the required location
of the test electrode so that it will be in a proper location to avoid direct influence of the anodes
on the test reading.

5.2 Cost of Cathodic Protection Testing

One commenter (Fargo Tank Company) noted that tank owners must hire a testing
agency at extra cost to test the cathodic protection system, an unnecessarily expensive
burden. 

Several commenters (Cayuga Onondaga, Board of Cooperative Services; Owens-
Corning Fiberglass Corporation; Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) disagreed and stated
that the actual costs of testing are minimal.  One commenter (Cayuga Onondaga, Board of
Cooperative Services) indicated that the cost of testing is approximately $95 per year.  This
commenter indicated that commercially available hand-held test meters cost $150-$200.  The
commenter noted that the time required to test either tank or piping is less than five minutes if
test leads are available, 10-15 minutes each if a test probe or wire must be touched to the
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bottom of the tank.  The commenter assumed that the cost for a laborer to inspect the tanks
would be $20 per hour.  The commenter thus calculated a cost of $95 per year for annual
testing of a six-tank facility.

Another commenter (Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corporation) cited a report entitled
"UST System Installation and Maintenance" by Wayne B. Geyer.  The report notes that testing
can be done with a simple and inexpensive voltmeter and requires only five minutes every
three years.

Another commenter (Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) reports that her firm tests
over 300 sti-P3® tank sites per year.  Her firm charges $200 per location, but has charged as
little as $150 per location for clients with multiple sites.  The commenter is aware of other firms
that charge as little as $95 per location, which translates into an annual cost of $32 to $67 per
location.

Another commenter (Northeast Utilities Service Company) states that the annual cost of
cathodic protection monitoring is between $130 and $500.  The commenter further states that
in the past four years his company has experienced 27 releases, costing a total of over $4
million, an average of $150,000 per release.  The commenter concludes that the cost/benefits
analysis suggests that cathodic protection monitoring should be retained in some form.  Two
other commenters (Piping & Corrosion Specialties Inc.; ASTSWMO) report that the current
monitoring requirement is a very inexpensive and cost-effective policy to prevent tank leaks
and the high cost of remediating those leaks.

5.3 Costs of Cathodic Protection Monitoring Systems Affects Consumer
Choices

One commenter (Brown-Minneapolis Tank) states that it will cost the industry billions of
dollars to monitor sti-P3® tanks.  Furthermore, the cost of monitoring an sti-P3® tank places
this technology at an unfair disadvantage with other technologies that do not have a
monitoring requirement, some of which have higher failure rates than sti-P3® tanks.5

Several commenters6 indicate that when they inform their customers of the monitoring
requirement for sti-P3® tanks, the customers choose other tanks -- including those that use
experimental technologies with unproven track records -- because they do not want the burden
of complying with the monitoring requirement.  One commenter (Highland Tank &
Manufacturing Company #3) reported that in order to remain competitive, his company is being
forced to sell products without the proven cathodic protection system, a technology that most
customers would prefer to have but are unwilling to purchase because of the monitoring
requirement.  

Another commenter (Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #7) states that the
regulations hurt sales of sti-P3® tanks because competitors have waged a marketing
campaign stressing concern about the safety of sti-P3® tanks and implying that such concerns
do not exist for the competition's tank.  The commenter states that competitors use scare
tactics to dissuade consumers from buying sti-P3® tanks.  Competitors emphasize that the sti-
P3® tank requires periodic monitoring and that if the monitoring is not performed and records
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are not kept, the owner can be fined $10,000 a day.  These claims put the sti-P3® tank at a
competitive disadvantage.

One commenter (Letter to David Ziegele from Anonymous) notes the steel tank industry
is currently under great pressure to be profitable as well as competitive.  The commenter
reports that privately, many companies oppose eliminating the monitoring requirement for
single-walled steel tanks.  While some companies do not want to manufacture single-walled
USTs for reasons of liability, the commenter feels that companies will be forced to manufacture
such products in order to remain competitive should the monitoring requirement be rescinded.

One commenter (Xerxes Corporation) states that, based on experience, sti-P3® tanks,
particularly single wall versions, are priced competitively with other tanks.  The commenter
indicates that the added cost of the monitoring requirement does not make sti-P3® tanks
uncompetitive with competing brands.  

Another commenter (State of Michigan, Department of State Police) notes that the
Tillinghast report indicates that owners are choosing aboveground tanks.  This contradicts the
Steel Tank Institute's claim that owners are choosing other underground systems because they
feel that the monitoring requirement is a nuisance.

Another commenter (Marcel Moreau Associates) notes that if consumers consider
monitoring to be a nuisance and choose other tanks it is simply a fact of life in a capitalist
economy that should not be used as a justification for eliminating the monitoring requirement. 
The commenter strongly expresses his opinion that monitoring is a standard practice for a tank
with a cathodic protection system.  If a consumer wants to have a tank with a cathodic
protection system, it is reasonable to require that the system be operated properly.  This
commenter also acknowledges that monitoring the cathodic protection system costs money,
but states that the practice is essential to the proper operation of an sti-P3® tank.  He argues
that if one cannot afford to operate an sti-P3® tank in the manner that it should be operated,
one should consider using a different technology.  He states that if the Steel Tank Institute
thinks that the cost of monitoring is causing the sti-P3® tank to be viewed as a non-viable
technology in today's marketplace, it is the result of the natural workings of the free market.

One commenter (Xerxes Corporation) feels that the fact that the monitoring
requirement is affecting buyers' choices is not a special case.  The commenter implies that
every tank has characteristics which buyers like or dislike, and their choices will be affected by
those consumer tastes and the availability of other products on the market.

Another commenter (Green Environmental & Corrosion, Inc.) contends that when
considering whether to modify the current monitoring requirement, the opinions of the
engineering community should far outweigh that of an economically affected provider.  The
commenter reports that the claims made by Steel Tank Institute are based on economics
rather than on engineering principles. 

Response
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The Agency agrees with commenters who stated that cathodic protection monitoring is
easy to perform and relatively inexpensive.  Problems commonly reported with monitoring,
such as incorrect readings caused by low soil moisture content, often can be rectified by
relatively simple means, such as adding water to the soil and taking the reading again.  The
Agency agrees with the commenter who stated that a lack of understanding of cathodic
protection on the part of owners and installers should not be a reason for eliminating the
monitoring requirement, and, instead, better understanding is what is needed.  The Agency
acknowledges the comment that the Tillinghast report mentions the need for more training for
UST installers and operators.  The Agency acknowledges the comment that incorrect testing
procedures could lead to inaccurate cathodic protection readings.  However, the Agency
believes that the UST regulatory requirements for testing act to ensure that incorrect testing
does not pose undue risks.  For example, the fact that monitoring must be repeated
periodically reduces the risk that a single inaccurate reading may be relied on for many years. 
The comments overall support the conclusion, also expressed in a report by STI, that the cost
of monitoring is minimal and that it is easy.  

Other commenters provided data showing that cathodic protection monitoring is
relatively inexpensive, ranging from $95 to $200 per typical location with three USTs.  The
monitoring is inexpensive relative to many other expenses involved in installing and operating
USTs.  The Agency understands that a typical three-tank retail fuel marketing facility costs over
$100,000 to construct.  In addition, the monitoring is inexpensive in terms of both time and
money relative to the costs to both the private and public sector of the consequences of a leak,
which could result from several causes, including insufficient tank corrosion protection.  There
have been over 250,000 confirmed releases; sites with only soil contamination often cost tens
of thousands of dollars to address; remediation of contaminated groundwater sites typically
cost over $100,000.  The Agency believes that the costs of monitoring are reasonable and do
not place an unnecessary financial burden on owners and operators.  

In response to concerns that the costs of cathodic protection monitoring affect
consumer choices, the Agency acknowledges that this argument may be plausible, but
believes it is one of several factors that have lead to changes in the market shares for various
tank technologies over the past few years.  In response to the commenters who indicated that
customers sometimes choose other technologies without proven track records to avoid the
monitoring burden, the Agency believes that all the technologies allowed in the final technical
rule (40 CFR 280.20) are protective of human health and the environment.  These
technologies include corrosion protected steel, fiberglass-reinforced plastic, steel clad with
fiberglass-reinforced plastic, and, for sites meeting certain requirements, steel without
additional corrosion protection.
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6. Failure to Enforce the Cathodic Protection Monitoring Requirement Is Not a
Justification to Relax the Frequency of the Requirement

One commenter (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation) noted
that the Tillinghast report states that enforcement of the monitoring requirement is not a high
priority with federal and state inspectors.  The commenter argues that the current lack of
enforcement of the monitoring requirement does not reduce the need for monitoring.  The
commenter states that if in the future leaks are detected from USTs because the tanks did not
remain corrosion resistant, the issue of compliance with the cathodic protection monitoring
requirements will become much more important.

Another commenter (Marcel Moreau Associates) notes that corrosion protection
enforcement has not been a priority in many states because resources are being applied to
more immediate problems such as leaks and existing contamination.  The commenter has
noticed great interest in corrosion protection among state regulatory personnel.  The
commenter notes that he has conducted or is scheduled to conduct corrosion protection
training for regulatory personnel in thirteen states.

Another commenter (State of Michigan, Department of State Police) notes that the
Steel Tank Institute reports that since enforcement efforts are directed at cleanup and leak
detection, cathodic protection monitoring is not an essential activity in the UST program.  This
commenter responds that states determine program priorities based on a variety of factors,
and that these priorities are not necessarily an indication of the overall value of cathodic
protection monitoring.  Another commenter (Xerxes Corporation) indicates that although the
cathodic protection monitoring requirement is not being enforced, it is still considered a priority. 
The commenter suggests that enforcement of the requirement will occur after 1998, the
regulatory deadline for all tanks to be corrosion protected.

6.1 Enforcement of the Monitoring Requirement Would Enhance Owners' and
Operators' Ability to Comply with the Requirement

One commenter (Cayuga/Onondaga Board of Cooperative Services) observed poor
compliance with the cathodic protection monitoring requirement.  This commenter, with more
than eight years of experience in tank testing and installation involving nearly 100 sti-P3®
tanks, specifically noted that the required cathodic protection testing data was on file with
owners and operators in only about 2-3% of the cases with which he had been involved.  Data
were not available for a variety of reasons.  Steel piping was inaccessible, lacked protective
cathodic coatings, or did not have anodes attached.  Some tanks had anodes that were still
covered by plastic coverings on inspection following installation.  The commenter also noted
that fewer than 50% of the tank installations he observed provided test leads accessible for
test metering.  The commenter concludes that since there is a small number of accessible,
cathodically protected piping installations, the cathodic protection monitoring regulations, both
state and federal, appear unfeasible.
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Response

While the Agency acknowledges that enforcement priorities may vary among states,
the extent of current enforcement activity does not determine the need for the frequency of
monitoring cathodic protection systems.  The Agency believes that cathodic protection
monitoring is an important component of prevention activities for UST owners and operators. 
Cathodic protection monitoring is important because it is a relatively inexpensive preventive
measure owners and operators can take to ensure they do not have equipment susceptible to
external corrosion and the resulting product loss.  The Agency also notes that the UST
regulations require less frequent cathodic protection monitoring than do other federal
regulations promulgated by EPA (40 CFR 264.195) and the Department of Transportation (49
CFR 192.455 to 192.477, Appendix D).  The Agency does not believe the UST monitoring
requirements are unnecessarily burdensome. 

The Agency acknowledges that in many states, enforcement of the leak detection
requirements have been given priority over cathodic protection monitoring requirements
because of the earlier leak detection compliance deadlines.  However, the Agency agrees with
the comment that, with the upcoming 1998 compliance deadline for corrosion protection of all
regulated USTs, emphasis will most likely shift to include more vigorous enforcement of the
cathodic protection monitoring requirements.  This is because compliance with the 1998
deadline is very important in protecting the environment, and because enforcement can be
more straightforward and uniform at that time, since there will be no question as to whether an
UST must meet the requirements.

In response to the commenter who stated that since there are many tanks without test
leads accessible for testing, the Agency notes that, while test leads make monitoring easier,
they are not necessary for testers to make the needed electrical contacts.



30

7. Miscellaneous Issues

One commenter (KCL Projects Ltd.) expressed concern that the sti-P3® system has no
means of protection against internal corrosion.  This commenter suggested that the Agency
ask Tillinghast to provide data relating to the effectiveness of the sti-P3® tank at preventing
leaks due to internal corrosion.

One commenter (Fond du Lac County, Office of the County Highway Commission)
misunderstood the solicitation for comments, and argued that the Agency should not impose
stricter standards on sti-P3® tanks by requiring that those tanks be removed and upgraded
with new cathodic protection devices. 

One commenter (Corrosion Control Specialist, Inc.) stated that the Agency and NACE
need to clarify that the qualifications for a corrosion engineer which are stated in 40 CFR
Section 280.12 should not be interpreted too liberally.  Specifically, clarification should focus
on distinguishing between the different levels of NACE certifications.  

Another commenter (AT&T) states that the Agency needs to formalize it's position
regarding cathodic protection testing of double wall USTs, and that the position be included in
any amendments to the cathodic protection requirements of the UST regulations.  The
commenter says that currently the Agency's position is that the UST regulations do not require
testing of double wall steel USTs, but that state and local regulatory agencies that promulgate
and enforce UST regulations may not be aware of the Agency's position.  This position was
delineated in a letter dated July 18, 1991 from David O'Brien of the Agency to Charles A. Frey
of Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company.  The commenter states that the RCRA Hotline
and OUST refer to this letter as a statement of the Agency's position.

One commenter (Fiberglass Petroleum Tank & Piping Institute) states that sti-P3®
tanks do not qualify to be sold under the Underwriters Laboratories label.  The commenter
notes that the Steel Tank Institute alludes to compliance with the UL standard in their
advertisements because they say, "built to nationally recognized Steel Tank Institute and
Underwriters Laboratories standards."  This commenter asks the Agency to recognize that the
Steel Tank Institute advertisements, despite their reference to UL, should not be assumed to
convey approval of the sti-P3® tank by Underwriters Laboratory. 

Response

In general, the Agency acknowledges these comments but does not believe they are
directly relevant to the issues addressed by the Notice of Data Availability, nor do they provide
specific data that can be used in evaluating the appropriateness of the current cathodic
protection monitoring requirement.  The Agency, however, appreciates these comments and
has given them due consideration in its decisionmaking process.

In response to the comment regarding internal corrosion, the Agency notes that its
current inquiry is limited to STI's request to relax the monitoring requirements, the Tillinghast
report, and the Notice of Data Availability, which all focus on external corrosion.  In any event,
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the Agency's information is that internal corrosion of steel tanks historically poses a much
smaller risk of release than does external corrosion.

The comment concerning removal of sti-P3® tanks is not relevant because cathodic
protection monitoring applies only to installed tanks.  The cathodic protection requirement has
no direct relation to tank removal.

The comment regarding the UST regulations, corrosion engineer qualifications, and
NACE International certification levels is not within the scope of STI's request to relax the
monitoring requirements, the Tillinghast report, or the Notice of Data Availability.  In any event,
the Agency is reviewing these subjects in a separate activity and acknowledges this comment.

The Agency acknowledges the comment regarding cathodic protection monitoring of
double wall cathodically protected steel USTs.  However, the Agency's Notice of Data
Availability spoke to single wall cathodically protected tanks, and the Agency believes it is this
type of tank which is most crucial to monitor for cathodic protection.

In response to the comment about the compliance of sti-P3® tanks with Underwriters
Laboratories (UL) standards and about STI advertisements, the Agency notes that this
comment is not within the scope of the current discussion.  Instead, this is a matter more
appropriately pursued with STI and/or with UL.   
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1.  John W. Kennedy Company, Inc. #1; JEMKO Petroleum Equipment, Inc.; Oil Equipment
Sales, Inc.; Northeast Mechanical Corporation; EnviroReps, Inc.; Advanced Pollution Control;
Parker & Associates, Inc.; Fedco Tank and Equipment, Inc.; John W. Kennedy Company, Inc.
#2; Pet-Chem Equipment Corp.; Gould Equipment Company; Whitelock and Woerth, Inc.;
Francis Smith & Sons, Inc.; J.M.A. Associates, Inc.; Engineered Equipment Sales Inc.; Quality
Petroleum Systems, Inc.; Hirri Service Company; Professional Petroleum Service Company; TJ
Equipment Company; James B. Phillips Company, Inc.; Trombold Equipment Company; Young
Equipment Division; D.T. O'Connor, Inc.; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #1; Meter &
Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #2; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #3; Samuel K.
Spigler Company, Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #9; Sammie Huff
Contractors, Inc., Gilarco Sales & Service; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #2; Ten Hoeve Brothers,
Inc. #3; Jon El, Inc., Mechanical Equipment Sales; NECO Equipment Company; Allan U.
Bevier, Inc.; Tate Instrumentation & Controls

2.  These commenters misinterpreted the total failure rate provided for the 591 tanks in the
Geyer Report.  The actual failure rate cited in the Geyer Report is 10%.

3.  Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #1; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company
#2; Luther P. Miller, Inc.; Toot-N-Scoot: A Division of Best Oil Inc.; Boulder Oil Company; Dean
Fowler Oil Company; Lou Korchak Oil Company, Inc.; John W. Kennedy Company, Inc. #1;
Emmart Oil Company; Enercon Services, Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #3;
Midstate Fuel Storage Systems; Interface Services, Inc. #1; Alaskan Oil; Clemett & Company;
Interface Services, Inc. #2; JEMKO Petroleum Equipment, Inc.; Earl "Jerry" Galvin
Manufacturers Representative; Environmental & Energy Systems Company #1; Carlucci
Construction Company, Inc.; Environmental & Energy Systems Company #2; Oil Equipment
Sales, Inc.; Fedco Manufacturing Corporation; JABE Construction & Equipment Inc.; Barkman
Oil Company Inc.; Environmental & Energy Systems Company #3; Miller's Petroleum Systems,
Inc.; Tiger Fuel Company; H.J. Tanner, Inc.; Northeast Mechanical Corporation; Glider Oil
Company; EnviroReps, Inc.; HOBBS Inc. #1; Advanced Pollution Control; HOBBS Inc. #2;
Parker & Associates, Inc.; Fedco Petroleum Installations, Inc.; Kelley Omega, Inc.; Fedco Tank
and Equipment, Inc.; Center Point Tank Services, Inc.; C & S Contractors & Equipment, Inc.;
Mon Valley Petroleum Company; Northrup Supply Corp.; Environmental & Energy Systems
Company #4; J & J Marts, Inc., Mountaineer Mart; Gary Dyer Excavating Company, Inc.; Purvis
Brothers, Inc.; Everybody's Oil Corporation; Alaskan Oil Inc.; International Association of Tank
Testing Professionals; Coldiron Fuel, Inc.; Griffith Oil Company; C. Arlo Cummins; John W.
Kennedy Company, Inc. #2; Bettiol Fuel Service, Inc.; Ravenna Oil Company; Pet-Chem
Equipment Corp.; Leake Oil Company; Cuyahoga Landmark Petroleum Services; Varouh Oil,
Inc.; The Lyden Company; Cross Oil Corporation; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company
#4; Gould Equipment Company; Beaver Petroleum Co. Inc.; M&M Oil Company, Inc.; The
Coen Company; Petroleum Equipment Services, Inc.; James A. Grogey; Worth & Company,
Inc.; A. Graziani & Company, Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #5; Whitelock
and Woerth, Inc.; McKenzie Group, Inc.; Voegele Mechanical, Inc.; Francis Smith & Sons, Inc.;
J.M.A. Associates, Inc.; Engineered Equipment Sales Inc.; Joseph Stong, Inc.; Quality
Petroleum Systems, Inc.; Beck Suppliers, Inc; Lechmanik, Inc.; Ward's Pump and Tank;
Edward J. Meloney, Inc.; Valley Equipment Company, Inc. #1; Grace Oil Company; Republic
Oil Company, Inc.; Valley Equipment Company, Inc. #2; Humb Remodeling & Equipment; Jack
Hirsch; Hirri Service Company; Black Equipment, Inc.; Professional Petroleum Service

ENDNOTES
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Company; TJ Equipment Company; James B. Phillips Company, Inc.; United Environmental
Group Inc.; Fedco Tank & Equipment, Inc.; Cernak Tank Company, Inc.; United Marketing,
United Refining Company of Pennsylvania; Petro Tech Electronics Inc.; Trombold Equipment
Company; G.E. Sell, Inc.; Steven J. Tornabine; Crawford Fuel & Oil; Holmes Oil Company;
Young Equipment Division; Marshall Farms, Inc.; M&E Anderson Equipment & Testing; Laurel
Valley Oil Company; E.E. Wine, Inc.; Rice Christ, Inc. #1; Rice Christ, Inc. #2; Rice Christ, Inc.
#3; Eastern Petroleum Services, Inc.; Ullman Oil, Inc.; Carl Mundy Contractors #1; James
Nichols; Tri-State Petroleum Corporation #1; Petroleum Services, Inc.; Ten Hoeve Brothers,
Inc. #1; Carl Mundy Contractors #2; Kay Bibih; Tess Bechtold; D.T. O'Connor, Inc.; Penzoil
Products Company; Carl Mundy Contractors #3; Joe DeFazio Oil Company; Childers Oil
Company; J.H. Crosier Company; Bell Petroleum Ltd., Aviation Products Division #1; Fred's
Plumbing and Heating #1; Fred's Plumbing and Heating #2; Sammy L. Throlup; Benit Fuel
Sales & Service Inc. #1; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #6; Benit Fuel Sales &
Service Inc. #2; Bell Petroleum Ltd., Aviation Products Division #2; Highland Tank &
Manufacturing Company #7; Herman Goldner Company, Inc.; A.C. & T. Company, Inc.;
Caledonia Oil Company #1; Caledonia Oil Company #2; Mountain State Bit Service, Inc.; SICO
Company; Caledonia Oil Company #3; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #1; Meter &
Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #2; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #3; Samuel K.
Spigler Company, Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #8; Highland Tank &
Manufacturing Company #9; Alliance Oil Service Company; Cortland Pump & Equipment
Company; Bedford Valley Petroleum Corporation; Coastal Pump & Tank, Inc.; First State
Petroleum Services, Inc. #1; Willison Oil, Inc.; Petroleum Industry Consultants, Inc.; Tri-State
Petroleum Corporation #2; Sammie Huff Contractors, Inc., Gilarco Sales & Service; Ten Hoeve
Brothers, Inc. #2; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #3; Jon El, Inc., Mechanical Equipment Sales;
Lane & Clark Mechanical Contractors, Inc.; Craig K. William; Joseph Goffrey; Oil Equipment
Sales & Service Company, Inc. (OESSCO); APCON Environmental Services, Inc.; Franklin Oil
Company, Inc. #1; Baird Petroleum Equipment Corporation; Harris Oil Company, Inc.; Emmart
Oil; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #11; James Islintu; R.L. Smiltz Oil Company,
Inc.; Albright Oil, Inc.; Howard Gasoline & Oil Company; Shelving Installation Service, Inc.;
First State Petroleum Services, Inc. #2; K & T Pump & Tank, Inc.; DePue Oil Company; NECO
Equipment Company; Franklin Oil Company, Inc. #2; Allan U. Bevier, Inc.; Highland Tank &
Manufacturing Company #12; Charles A. Frey; Oil Repair & Installation Company, Inc.;
Delmarva Tank Specialists, Inc.; Smiles Are For Free - Everything Else is C.O.D.; Highland
Tank & Manufacturing Company #13; Richard D. Galli; Goode Omega, Inc.; Tate
Instrumentation & Controls

4.  Fargo Tank Company; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #1; Luther P. Miller, Inc.;
Toot-N-Scoot: A Division of Best Oil Inc.; Boulder Oil Company; Dean Fowler Oil Company;
Lou Korchak Oil Company, Inc.; John W. Kennedy Company, Inc. #1; Emmart Oil Company;
Enercon Services, Inc.; Midstate Fuel Storage Systems; Interface Services, Inc. #1; Alaskan
Oil; Clemett & Company; Interface Services, Inc. #2; JEMKO Petroleum Equipment, Inc.; Earl
"Jerry" Galvin Manufacturers Representative; Environmental & Energy Systems Company #1;
Carlucci Construction Company, Inc.; Environmental & Energy Systems Company #2; Oil
Equipment Sales, Inc.; Fedco Manufacturing Corporation; JABE Construction & Equipment
Inc.; Barkman Oil Company Inc.; Environmental & Energy Systems Company #3; Miller's
Petroleum Systems, Inc.; Tiger Fuel Company; H.J. Tanner, Inc.; Northeast Mechanical
Corporation; Glider Oil Company; EnviroReps, Inc.; HOBBS Inc. #1; Advanced Pollution
Control; HOBBS Inc. #2; Parker & Associates, Inc.; Fedco Petroleum Installations, Inc.; Kelley
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Omega, Inc.; Fedco Tank and Equipment, Inc.s; Center Point Tank Services, Inc.; C & S
Contractors & Equipment, Inc.; Mon Valley Petroleum Company; Northrup Supply Corp.;
Environmental & Energy Systems Company #4; J & J Marts, Inc. Mountaineer Mart; Gary Dyer
Excavating Company, Inc.; Purvis Brothers, Inc.; Everybody's Oil Corporation; Alaskan Oil Inc.;
Coldiron Fuel, Inc.; Griffith Oil Company; C. Arlo Cummins; John W. Kennedy Company, Inc.
#2; Bettiol Fuel Service, Inc.; Ravenna Oil Company; Pet-Chem Equipment Corp.; Leake Oil
Company; Cuyahoga Landmark Petroleum Services; Varouh Oil, Inc.; The Lyden Company;
Cross Oil Corporation; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #4; Gould Equipment
Company; Beaver Petroleum Co. Inc.; M&M Oil Company, Inc.; The Coen Company;
Petroleum Equipment Services, Inc.; James A. Grogey; Worth & Company, Inc.; A. Graziani &
Company, Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #5; Whitelock and Woerth, Inc.;
McKenzie Group, Inc.; Voegele Mechanical, Inc.; Francis Smith & Sons, Inc.; J.M.A.
Associates, Inc.; Joseph Stong, Inc.; Quality Petroleum Systems, Inc.; Beck Suppliers, Inc;
Lechmanik, Inc.; Ward's Pump and Tank; Edward J. Meloney, Inc.; Valley Equipment
Company, Inc. #1; Grace Oil Company; Republic Oil Company, Inc.; Valley Equipment
Company, Inc. #2; Humb Remodeling & Equipment; Jack Hirsch; Hirri Service Company; Black
Equipment, Inc.; Professional Petroleum Service Company; TJ Equipment Company; United
Environmental Group Inc.; Cernak Tank Company, Inc.; United Marketing, United Refining
Company of Pennsylvania; Petro Tech Electronics Inc.; Trombold Equipment Company; G.E.
Sell, Inc.; Steven J. Tornabine; Crawford Fuel & Oil; Holmes Oil Company; Young Equipment
Division; Marshall Farms, Inc.; M&E Anderson Equipment & Testing; Laurel Valley Oil
Company; E.E. Wine, Inc.; Rice Christ, Inc. #1; Rice Christ, Inc. #2; Rice Christ, Inc. #3;
Eastern Petroleum Services, Inc.; Ullman Oil, Inc.; Carl Mundy Contractors #1; James Nichols;
Tri-State Petroleum Corporation #1; Petroleum Services, Inc.; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #1;
Carl Mundy Contractors #2; Kay Bibih; Tess Bechtold; D.T. O'Connor, Inc.; Penzoil Products
Company; Carl Mundy Contractors #3; Joe DeFazio Oil Company; Childers Oil Company; J.H.
Crosier Company; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #6; Benit Fuel Sales & Service
Inc. #2; Bell Petroleum Ltd., Aviation Products Division #2; Highland Tank & Manufacturing
Company #7; Herman Goldner Company, Inc.; A.C. & T. Company, Inc.; Caledonia Oil
Company #1; Caledonia Oil Company #2; Mountain State Bit Service, Inc.; SICO Company;
Caledonia Oil Company #3; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #1; Meter & Tank
Equipment Company, Inc. #2; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #3; Samuel K. Spigler
Company, Inc.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #9; Alliance Oil Service Company;
Cortland Pump & Equipment Company; Bedford Valley Petroleum Corporation; Coastal Pump
& Tank, Inc.; First State Petroleum Services, Inc. #1; Willison Oil, Inc.; Petroleum Industry
Consultants, Inc.; Tri-State Petroleum Corporation #2; Sammie Huff Contractors, Inc. Gilarco
Sales & Service; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #2; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #3; Jon El, Inc.,
Mechanical Equipment Sales; Lane & Clark Mechanical Contractors, Inc.; Craig K. William;
Joseph Goffrey; Oil Equipment Sales & Service Company, Inc. (OESSCO); APCON
Environmental Services, Inc.; Franklin Oil Company, Inc. #1; Harris Oil Company, Inc.; Emmart
Oil; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #11; R.L. Smiltz Oil Company, Inc.; Albright Oil,
Inc.; Howard Gasoline & Oil Company; Shelving Installation Service, Inc.; First State Petroleum
Services, Inc. #2; K & T Pump & Tank, Inc.; DePue Oil Company; NECO Equipment Company;
Franklin Oil Company, Inc. #2; Allan U. Bevier, Inc.; Charles A. Frey; Oil Repair & Installation
Company, Inc.; Delmarva Tank Specialists, Inc.; Smiles Are For Free - Everything Else is
C.O.D.; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #13; Richard D. Galli; Goode Omega, Inc.;
Tate Instrumentation & Controls
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5. This commenter supports monitoring of the cathodic protection system immediately following
installation an excavation disturbances or retrofit activities.

6.  Fargo Tank Company; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #2; John W. Kennedy
Company, Inc. #1; Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #3; JEMKO Petroleum
Equipment, Inc.; Oil Equipment Sales, Inc.; Northeast Mechanical Corporation; EnviroReps,
Inc.; Advanced Pollution Control; Parker & Associates, Inc.; Fedco Tank and Equipment, Inc.;
John W. Kennedy Company, Inc. #2; Pet-Chem Equipment Corp.; Highland Tank &
Manufacturing Company #4; Gould Equipment Company; Beaver Petroleum Co. Inc.; Highland
Tank & Manufacturing Company #5; Francis Smith & Sons, Inc.; J.M.A. Associates, Inc.;
Engineered Equipment Sales Inc.; Quality Petroleum Systems, Inc.; Hirri Service Company;
Professional Petroleum Service Company; TJ Equipment Company; James B. Phillips
Company, Inc.; Trombold Equipment Company; Crawford Fuel & Oil; Young Equipment
Division; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #1; D.T. O'Connor, Inc.; Bell Petroleum Ltd., Aviation
Products Division #1; Fred's Plumbing and Heating #1; Fred's Plumbing and Heating #2;
Sammy L. Throlup; Benit Fuel Sales & Service Inc. #1; Highland Tank & Manufacturing
Company #7; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #1; Meter & Tank Equipment Company,
Inc. #2; Meter & Tank Equipment Company, Inc. #3; Samuel K. Spigler Company, Inc.;
Highland Tank & Manufacturing Company #9; Sammie Huff Contractors, Inc., Gilarco Sales &
Service; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #2; Ten Hoeve Brothers, Inc. #3; Jon El, Inc., Mechanical
Equipment Sales; Baird Petroleum Equipment Corporation; James Islintu; NECO Equipment
Company; Allan U. Bevier, Inc.; Charles A. Frey; Tate Instrumentation & Controls


